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I.  AlVIN  PASAREW 
Director 


It  is  with  pleasure  that  I  transmit  herewith  the  restilts 
of  the  Commission's  recent  study  of  "Residential  Development  in 
Baltimore  City  and  Baltimore  County," 

In  vievsr  of  the  Commission's  long-standing  interest  and 
participation  in  the  planning  and  coordination  of  metropolitan  plan- 
ning activities,  the  study  of  residential  expansion  was  undertaken 
to  determine  future  housing  needs  in  the  Baltimore  Area  and  the  like- 
lihood of  saturation  of  residential  land  in  the  City  proper, 

A  statistical  count  was  made  of  new  construction  conqpleted 
in  the  past  four  years,  according  to  value  and  type  of  structure. 
Furthermore,  a  survey  of  residents  choosing  new  housing  outside  the 
City  was  carried  out,  for  the  purpose  of  understanding  personal  pref- 
erences in  housing  location.  In  addition,  a  forecast  of  the  number 
of  new  households  to  be  expected  in  the  Metropolitan  Area  was  devel- 
oped to  1975,  to  indicate  potential  demand  for  new  residential  con- 
struction. The  future  demand  was  related  to  available  vacant  land 
in  Baltimore  City,  and  a  determination  was  made  as  to  the  possibility 
of  saturation  within  twenty-five  years. 

The  study  has  proved  to  be  a  most  interesting  one  from  the 
point  of  view  of  the  results  obtained  and  the  indicated  planning  prob- 
lems requiring  area  consideration.  It  is  the  Commission's  hope  that 
this  report  will  prove  to  be  the  forerunner  of  many  important  studies 
devoted  to  the  consideration  and  solution  of  long-term  community  prob- 
lems confronting  the  Baltimore  Metropolitan  Area, 

Respectfully  submitted, 

James  C.  Alban 
Chairman 
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RESIDENTIAL  DEVELOPMENT  IN  BALTIMORE 
CITY  AND  BALTIMORE  COUNTY 


INTRODUCTION 


Diiring  World  War  II  Baltimore  experienced  a  substantial  rise  in 
population  as  a  result  of  various  factors «i/  The  most  important  cause  was 
the  migration  of  workers  from  other  areas  to  the  wartime  industries  of  this 
metropolis.  This  factor  was  augmented  by  a  high  birth  rate,  declining 
death  rate,  and  a  large  number  of  early  marriages  prompted  by  the  war* 

The  effect  of  this  situation  on  housing  demand  was  obvious.  The 
war  workers  and  newlyweds  needed  homes  in  which  to  live.  At  the  time,  how- 
ever, materisils  were  needed  more  desperately  in  other  industries  connected 
directly  with  the  defense  effort.  This  meant  doubling  up  on  the  part  of 
many  workers  and  necessitated  the  moving  of  many  new  couples  into  the 
family  home  or  an  apartment.  The  great  demand  for  L-  and  2-family 
structures  and  apartments  became  more  acute  as  the  war  progressed. 

Furthermore,  other  factors  were  operating  to  accentuate  the  de- 
mand. First,  the  amount  of  consumer  goods  on  the  market  was  very  small. 
Consequently  many  people  were  forced  to  save.  Then,  too,  many  service 
men  sent  money  home  to  be  saved.  Many  families  bought  government  bonds. 
Thus,  coupled  with  the  need  for  new  dwelling  units,  the  financial  resources^ 
needed  for  purchase  were  available. 

Further  swelling  demand  was  the  need  for  replacement  of  old  build- 
ings. Wear  and  tear  on  old  buildings  had  been  increased  by  war-time  over- 
crowding and  the  general  lack  of  materials  to  keep  up  routine  repairs. 

Therefore,  shortly  after  the  war's  end  communities  mushroomed 
all  over  the  outlying  areas  of  the  City,  and,  for  the  first  time,  the 


1/  Betv/een  19liO  and  1950,  Baltimore  City  recorded  a  population  increase  of 
90,6c6;  Baltimore  County,  llh,i4U8, 
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counties  aro\md  Baltimore  experienced  a  building  boom  equal  to  or  exceeding 
that  of  the  City.  Although  there  still  was  a  great  deal  of  residential 
area  undeveloped,  people  began  to  feel  the  squeeze.  Many,  when  confronted 
with  the  purchase  of  a  new  home,  preferred  the  County  to  the  City,  A  great 
pressure  wb.s  developing  around  Baltimore  for  more  extensive  suburban  resi- 
dential development.  This  report  is  a  study  of  the  residential  construction 
boom  and  its  future  potential  in  Baltimore  City  and  Baltimore  County, 

The  stuc^  is  divided  into  three  chapters.  The  first  chapter  is 
a  statistical  account  of  the  construction  of  1-  and  2-fafflily  and  multi- 
family  structures  in  Baltimore  City  from  19kQ  through  1951  and  in  Baltimore 
County  from  19h9   through  1951 •  The  statistics  are  broken  down  to  provide 
information  on  the  number  of  structures  and  the  total  value.  The  totals 
are  subdivided  into  price  ranges  so  that  the  building  activity,  according 
to  type  of  structure,  can  also  be  ascertained.  This  chapter,  in  general, 
is  designed  to  give  a  picture  of  how  voluminous  the  residential  construc- 
tion has  been  in  Baltimore  City  and  County  in  the  last  few  years. 

The  second  chapter  covers  personal  interviews  with  residents  of 
the  new  1-  and  2-family  structures  in  Baltimore  County,  The  purpose  of  the 
survey  was  to  determine  why  persons  took  up  residence  in  the  County,  Also 
presented  in  this  section  are  statistics  on  previous  place  of  residence  and 
a  structural  comparison  between  the  quarters  vacated  and  the  new  residence. 

The  third  chapter  represents  a  forecast  of  the  demand  for  new 
dwelling  units  in  Baltimore  City  and  County  between  1950  and  1975.  These 
results  are  used  to  estimate  the  time  of  eventual  saturation  of  residential 
land  in  Baltimore  City  and  the  rate  of  urbanization  of  Baltimore  County, 
A  discussion  of  v/hether  or  not  future  saturation  is  at  this  time  an  acute 
problem  is  presented.  Also  included  in  this  chapter  is  a  consideration  of 
the  implicationa  of  the  predicted  urbanization  of  Baltimore  County. 


Providing  facilities  such  as  roads,  schools,  hospitals,  police, 
and  fire  protection,  and  the  many  other  connnunity  needs  is  of  great  concern 
to  any  government  even  under  normal  conditions.  Providing  for  these  facil- 
ities is  a  problem  of  even  greater  magnitude  in  face  of  the  rapid  expansion 
predicted  for  the  Baltimore  County  Area,  Therefore,  it  is  vital  that  ad- 
equate steps  be  taken  now  to  ensure  that  the  necessary  community  facilities 
will  keep  apace  of  the  residential  growth  indicated^ 

In  sum,  two  basic  questions  are  ansrreredt 

(1)  TThat  rate  of  expansion  of  dwelling  units  can  Baltimore  City 
expect  in  the  next  t-wenty-five  years,  and.  will  the  expansion  create  any 
acute  problems  insofar  as  saturation  of  the  City's  remaining  residential 
acreage? 

(2)  What  rate  of  expansion  of  dvj-elling  units  can  Baltimore  County 
expect  in  the  next  tvrenty-f ive  years  ?  In  conjijnction  with  this,  what  effects 
will  rapid  urbanization  have  on  the  area? 
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CHAPTER  I 


A  STATISTICAL  ACCOUNT  OF  THE  RESIDENTIAL  BUILDING 
IN  BALTIMORE  CITY  AND  BALTIMORE  COUNTY 


Procedure 

In  gathering  Information  for  this  report,  the  Commission  abandoned, 
as  far  as  possible,  the  general  technique  of  basing  estimates  of  building  on 
the  number  of  permits  issued,  because  it  felt  these  figures  were  inaccurate 
in  certain  respects.  In  the  first  place,  some  residential  structures  for 
which  permits  are  issued  are  never  built.  Second,  one  can  never  foretell, 
from  the  date  of  permit  issuance,  when  the  structure  was  finished.  Often 
there  is  as  much  as  a  year  or  two  lag  betvfeen  the  permit  issuance  and  the 
completion  of  the  structxire.  Since  the  Commission  wanted  to  present  infor- 
mation on  residential  structures  actually  built  each  year,  a  different 
method  was  used. 
Alternative  Method 

While  looking  for  a  method  that  would  give  accurate  yearly  datai, 
assessment  records  were  found  to  be  the  best  available.  The  reason  for  this 
is  explained  by  assessment  procedure.  When  a  permit  is  issued  a  copy  is 
sent  to  the  assessment  bureau.  Each  permit  is  investigated  yearly  until  the 
residential  structure  is  substantially  completed.  At  this  time  it  is  as- 
sessed. Since  this  procedure  is  uniform  in  City  and  County,  it  is  possible 
to  find  the  ninnber  of  structures  finished  each  year  by  finding  the  number 
of  new  residential  structures  assessed.  This  was  done  ty  going  through  the 
files  of  the  Baltimore  City  and  County  assecsment  bureaus  and  tabulating  the 
number  of  new  residential  structures  assessed  each  year.  It  is  believed 
that  this  method  is  the  most  accurate  one  available  for  the  purposep  of 
the  study. 


Di.fferer.ce  in  Methods 

In  discussing  the  two  methods  of  determining  the  volume  of  resi- 
dential conctructlon  it  must  be  admitted  that  each  method  has  its  uses. 
Although  figures  based  on  building  permits  are  preliminary  in  nature,  for 
certain  purposes  they  are  more  spplicsble  than  an  actttal  coimt 
of  the  n'Zmber  of  completed  structures  from  assessment  records.  For  instance, 
furniture  dealers,  household  ai>plianc3  manufacturers,  and  department  stores 
are  more  interested  in  getting  a  rough  idea  of  what  is  to  be  forthcoming  in 
new  residential  stru.-;tureSo  The  fact  that  a  certain  percentage  of  permits 
is  never  carried  through  does  not  affect  the  me-vchcnt's  calculation  to 
any  degree*  Even  ii'  it  did  have  an  effect,  the  dealer  could  not  wait  until 
the  stru.cture  was  completed  to  start  stocking  up.  Therefore,  the  assess- 
ment method  is  of  little  vaD.uo  iri  such  a  caseo 

However,  where  statistical  accounts  are  being  taken  to  determine 
what  has  been  the  past  vcliine  of  const ructionj>  assessment  figures  are  far 
more  satisfactory,  for  they  eliminate  the  error  due  to  time  lag  or  noncom- 
pletion  of  structures  for  which  permits  were  authorized. 

It  can  be  seen  from  Table  1  that  the  difference  between  the 
figures  obtained  on  the  nuaber  of  1-  and  2-family  structures  built  in  any 
year,  under  the  two  methods,  can  be  quite  large.  For  example,  the  table 
shews  that  in  Baltimore  Ci.-'yr   in  19pO  the  difference  between  results  of  the 
permit  method  and  the  assessment  method  was  over  2,000  structures.  This 
difference  cannot  really  be  attributed  to  inaccuracies  of  either  method 
since  the  resiilts  under  the  two  methods  are  nut  directly  comparable.  There 
is  a  time  lag  of  from  one  to  two  years  between  the  time  when  the  permit  is 
taken  out  and  the  stnicture  completed,  ThereforOj  it  is  impossible  to  de- 
termine whether  to  compare  the  permj.ts  issued  in  one  year  with  the  completed 
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stnictures-  of  the  same  year,  the  following  year,  or  two  years  hence.  For 
this  reason,  it  is  best  not  to  compare  the  results  obtained  under  the  two 
methods,  but  merely  to  admit  that  each  method  has  its  own  use, 

TABLE  1 


Comparison  of  Structiires  Completed  and  Building  Permits 
Issued,  New  1-  and  2-Family  Structures, 
Baltimore  City  and  Baltimore  County, 
1918-1951 


YEAR 


NUMBER  COMPLETED±' 


V 


BUILDING  PERMITs2i^ 


191x8 
19U9 
1950 
1951 


Baltimore  City 

2,816 
2,396 
3,392 
5,213 


3,797 
2,885 
5,661 

5,113 


Baltimore  Cotuity 


19li9 
1950 
1951 


3,277 
3,560 

U,193 


3,566 
6,359 
5,6UO 


1/  Baltimore  City:  Department  of  Assessments 
"*   Baltimore  County:  Supervisor  of  Assessments 

2/    Baltimore  City:     U.  S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
BaI  t-itrove  Comiby:      rJ.inuirjg  Conmi  nnion 


Total  New  Construction 

For  the  three-year  period  from  19U9  through  1951,  there  were 
22,031  1-  and  2-famlly  structures  built  in  Baltimore  City  and  Baltimore 
County,  with  a  reported  value  of  $lU5,000,000,  In  Table  2,  the  year-ty- 
year  construction  is  shown  for  the  City  and  County.  Because  of  incomplete 
files  for  the  year  19U8,  it  was  necessary  to  omit  County  construction  data 
for  that  year. 

In  19U9  and  19^0,  the  County  exceeded  the  City  in  the  number  of 
1-  and  2-family  structures  completed.  However,  in  1951  the  trend  was  re- 
versed, and  Baltimore  City  completed  a  total  of  5*213  structures  compared 
with  lj.,193  for  Baltimore  County.  On  a  per  cent  basis  (see  Table  3)> 
Baltimore  City  accounted  for  55 .U^  of  the  ntimber  of  new  structures  and 
55.85S  of  their  value  in  1951.  For  the  three-year  period,  it  is  interesting 
to  note  that  almost  equal  numbers  of  structiires  were  completed  in  the  City 
and  County,  amo\inting  to  11,001  and  11,030  respectively.  In  value,  however, 
the  total  for  the  City  (:$75j757,985)  was  significantly  higher  than  the 
County  ($69,223,101). 

TABLE  2 

Number  and  Value  of  New  1-  and  2-Family  Structures, 
Baltimore  City  and  Baltimore  Covmty, 
19U8  -  1951 

Year        Total  Number        Total  Value        Average  Valu&-''^ 


Baltimore  City 

19U8           2,816           $20,53U,330  I  7,292 

19U9          2,396          17,726,8U9  7,399 

1950  3,392           22,936,003  6,762 

1951  5,213           35,095,133  6,732 

Baltimore  County 

19U8            2/              2/  2/ 

•  1919          3,277          |l8;illi9,0l2  I  6,037 

1950  3,560           23,028,236  7,029 

1951  ii,193 27,715^823 6,839 

1/  Excluding  few  structures  f'»r  vihich  constnicticn  costs  were  not  shown  on 
~  Baltimore  County  records. 

2/  Omitted  because  of  incomplete  files. 


TABLE  3 

Per  Cent  Distribution  of  New  1-  and  2-Fainily  Structures 
in  Baltimore  City  and  Baltimore  County, 
By  Number  and  Value,  19U9  -  1951 


Tear 

Total  Number 

%  City 

%  County 

19U9 
1950 
1951 

5,673 
6,952 

9,U06 

lt2.2 
U8.8 

57.8 
51.2 
hh,6 

Year 

Total  Value 

%  City 

%  County 

19U9 
1950 
1951 

$36,175,891 
U5,961i,239 
62,81iO,956 

U9.0 
U9.9 
55.8 

51.0 
50.1 

Wi.2       , 

Distribution  of  New  Residential  Construction  by  Price  Range 

In  presenting  the  summary  of  residential  building  in  Baltimore 
City  and  Baltimore  County  for  the  four-year  period  studied,  it  was  felt 
that  a  price-range  breakdown  would  furnish  the  best  picture  of  the  building 
activity  for  1-  and  2-family  structures  (detached,  semi-detached,  and  row)Ji 
These  figures,  representing  the  builder's  estimate  of  construction  cost, 
provide  an  excellent  basis  for  analysis.  The  structures  were  divided  into 
ranges  of  less  than  $2,500  up  to  .$20,000  and  a  single  category  of  over 
$20,C00. 

For  each  year  tabulated,  a  per  cent  distribution  of  new  1-  and 
2-family  structures  was  prepared  for  Baltimore  City  and  Baltimore  County, 
Analyzed  according  to  number  completed  and  value  reported,  the  yearly  break- 
down of  residential  construction  is  given  in  Table  U, 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  from  19U8  through  1951,  the  leading 


1/  The  biilder's  estimate  of  the  cost  of  construction  is  estimated  by  the 
~   assessment  bureaus  of  the  City  and  County  to  be  about  20^  below  the 
real  cost  of  the  building. 


FIGURE    1 

ff^EW  RESDDEIMTIIAL  COB^STRUCTOOIM 
BALTIMORE   CITY    and    BALTIMORE    COUNTY 

ONE- AND    TWO-FAMILY    STRUCTURES 

11949  "SiSQ-'IiSa 


COUNTY 

1949 

CITY 


COUNTY 

1950 

CITY 


COUNTY 

951 

CITY 


1000.  2000   3000  4000  5000  6000 


NUMBER    OF  STRUCTURES 


COUNTY 

1949 '■ 

CITY 


COUNTY 

1950 

CITY 


COUNTY 

1951  

CITY 


Million$ 


40 


3,277 
2,396 

3,560 
3,392 

4,193 

5,2  13 


$18,449,042 
$17,726,849 

$23,028,236 
$22,936,003 

$27,745,823 
$35,095,133 


TOTAL    VALUE 


MARYLAND   STATE  PLANNING   COMMISSION 


10 

range  in  the  number  of  new  1-  and  2-.family  structures  built  in  Baltimore 
City  -was  $5,001-$7j50O,  The  County,  on  the  other  hand,  had  no  one  dominant 
range,  but  fluctuated  between  the  $2,501-$5,000  range  and  the  $5>001-47j500 
range  from  year  to  year. 

Although  the  $5,001-^7,500  range  led  in  the  number  of  nevi  1-  and 
2-family  structiires  in  every  year  in  the  City,  it  was  second  to  the  |7,501- 
$10,000  range  in  total  value  of  new  1-  and  2~family  structures  for  19U8  and 
I9U9.  In  1950  and  1951  as  a  result  of  the  completion  of  a  great  number  of 
row  dvrellings,  the  $5,001-47,500  range  took  the  lead  in  both  number  and 
value  in  the  City.  In  1951  this  range  accounted  for  more  than  half  the 
total  recorded,  in  number  and  value. 

In  the  County  the  $5,001-|7,500  range  led  in  19li9  and  1950,  but 
in  1951  the  $7,501-$10,000  range  ranked  first,  in  total  value. 


TABLE  h 

Per  Cent  Distribution  of  New  1-  and  2-Family  Structures 
by  Price  Range,  Baltimore  City  and  Baltimore  County, 

19U8  -  1951 


Price  Range 


Number  New 
1-  &  2-Family 
Structures 


%   TotalV 


Value  New 
1-  &  2-Family 
Structures 


%  TotalV 


.$O-S2,50O 

S2,5oi-$5,ooo 
.$5,ooi-.:'.7,5oo 
$7,5oi-.«.io,ooo 
Sio,ooi-ei2,5oo 
.^2, 501-515,000 
Si5, 001-^17, 500 

317,501-^20,000 
over  $20,000 

Total 


I9I18  City 

5 

0.2 

762 

27.1 

989 

35.1 

775 

27.5 

169 

6.0 

76 

2.7 

17 

0.6 

10 

0.3 

13 

0.5 

10,125 

3,619,300 

6,3U2,300 

6,758,180 

1,931,625 

1,076,800 

283,500 

195,500 

317,000 


0.1 

17.6 

30.9 

32.9 

9.1^ 

5.2 

l.li 

1.0 

1.5 


2,816 


100.0 


$20,53U,330 


100.0 


1/  May  not  total  100.0^  due  to  rounding, 


TABLE  U  (Continued) 
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19U9  City 

NumtDer  ] 

\Iew 

Value  J\lew 

1-  &  2-Family 

%  Total^ 

1-  &  2-Fainily 

%  Totali/ 

Price  Range 

Structures 

Structvires 

$0-$2,500 

3 

0.1 

$         7,500 

0.1 

$2,501-45,000 

251 

10.5 

1,232,799 

7.0 

$5,001-47,500 

1,128 

li7.1 

7,081,900 

39.9 

$7,5oi-$io,ooo 

913 

38.1 

7,689,350 

U3.I4    . 

|10,001-$12,500 

29 

1.2 

337, UOO 

1.9 

ei2,5oi-$i5,ooo 

25 

1.0 

3U7,800 

2.0 

Si5, 001-417, 500 

6 

0.2 

97,300 

0,6 

117,501-420,000 

2U 

1.0 

li56,600 

2.6 

over  $20,000 

17 

0.7 

ii76,200 

2.7 

Total 

2,396 

19U9 

100.0 
County 

$17,726,819 

100.0 

SO-$2,500 

307 

10.0 

$      h2h,280 

2.3 

S2,501-$5,000 

1,253 

Ui.o 

5,216,985 

28.3 

$5,001-87,500 

851 

27.8 

5,14^1,930 

29.5 

*7,5oi-,$io,ooo 

U25 

13.9 

3,773,5U0 

20.5 

$10,001-$12,500 

101 

3.3 

1,183,175 

6.U 

$i2,5oi-$i5,ooo 

h$ 

1.5 

6U6,1;00 

3.5 

$i5,ooi-$i7,5oo 

20 

0.7 

327,300 

1.8 

$17,501-$20,000 

27 

0.9 

5l5,li32 

2.8 

over  $20,000 

27 

0.9 

920,000 

5.0 

No  Value  Given 

221 

Total  (Less  No 

Value  Given) 

3,056 

100,0 

$18,U;9,0U2 

100.0 

1950  City 

$0-.$2,500 

2 

0.1 

$           3,000 

0,1 

$2,5oi-$5,ooo 

l,0ii7 

30.9 

U,  731,090 

20.6 

$5,ooi-$7,5oo 

1,567 

li6.2 

9,8U8,850 

U2.9 

S7,5oi-.oio,ooo 

607 

17.9 

5,086,538 

22.2 

$10,001-^12,500 

1^2 

1.2 

U69,Oli9 

2,0 

$i2,5oi-$i5,ooo 

32 

0.9 

li62,580 

2.0 

$15, 001"  .^17, 500 

19 

0.6 

308,996 

1.3 

$17,501- $20,000 

27 

0.8 

518,100 

2.3 

over  $20,000 

U9 

l.U 

l,5oi4,800 

6.6 

Total 

3,392 

100.0 

$22,936,003 

100.0 

1/  May  not  total  100.0^  due  to  rounding. 


TABLE  h  (Continued) 
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1950  County 

Ntimber  New 

' 

Value  New 

1-  &  2-Faiiiily 

%  TotaOi/ 

1-  &  2-FaiEily 

-1 

Price  Range 

Structures 

Structures 

%  Totali' 

i|^0-$2,$00 

293 

8.9 

1      U38,775 

2.0 

$2,501-15,000 

887 

27.1 

3,717,020 

16,1 

$5,001-$?, 500 

1,019 

31.1 

6,502,228 

28.2 

$7,5oi-$io,ooo 

632 

19.3 

5,597,095 

2U.3 

$10,001-^12,500 

2ii5 

7.5 

2,879,231 

12.5 

$i2,5oi-$i5,ooo 

9U 

2.9 

1,329,995 

5.8 

$15,001-617,500 

29 

0.9 

i;73,226 

2.1 

$17,501-^20,000 

39 

1.2 

739,000 

3.2 

over  $20,000 

38 

1.2 

1,351,663 

5.9 

No  Value  Given 

28ii 

— — 

Total  (Less  No 

Value  Given) 

3,276 

100,0 

$23,028,236 

100.0 

1951  City 

$0-.*^2,500 

6 

0.1 

$        12,700 

0.1 

$2,501-*.5,000 

1,033 

19.8 

5,016,660 

lli.3 

$5,001-17,500 

3,103 

59.5 

18,722,5U8 

53.3 

$7,5oi-$io,ooo 

7hh 

ll;.3 

6,it87,9U7 

18.5 

$10,001-^12,500 

1U2 

2.7 

1,652,751 

U.7 

$12,501-315,000 

111 

2.1 

l,5ii6,002 

U.i; 

$i5,coi-.$i7,5oo 

7 

0.1 

112, 85U 

0.3 

$17,501-:";20,000 

30 

0.6 

562,200 

1.6 

over  ?^20,0C0 

37 

0.7 

981, U90 

2.8 

Total 

5,213 

100,0 

$35,095,133 

100.0 

1951  County 

$0-$2,5C0 

259 

6.U 

$      379,130 

l.ll 

$2,501-$5,000 

1,286 

31.7 

5,18U,250 

18.7 

$5,ooi-.ii7,5oo 

1,061 

26.2 

6,979,061 

25.2 

$7, 501-310,000 

1,092 

26.9 

9,li5l,86o 

3U.1 

$10,001-^12,500 

138 

3.ii 

1,585,98? 

5.7 

$12,501-.;;l5,000 

loU 

2.6 

1,U78,683 

5.3 

$i5,coi-ci7,5oo 

3U 

0,8 

553,16? 

2.0 

$17,501-^20,000 

36 

0.9 

683,885 

2.5 

over  .•!;20,000 

It? 

1.2 

l,Uli9,800 

5.2 

No  Value  Given 

136 

Total  (Less  No 

Value  Given) 

a,  057 

100.0 

$2?,7ii5,823 

100,0 

1/     May  not  total  100.05?  due  to  rounding. 
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Comparison  of  City  and  Covmty 

For  each  price  range.  Table  5  presents  the  total  number  and  total 
value  of  new  1-  and  2-f amily  structures  completed  in  Baltimore  City  and 
Baltimore  County  and  shows  what  per  cent  of  the  total  was  constructed  yearly 
in  each  political  subdivision.  The  most  salient  points  of  the  detailed  tab- 
ulation are  considered  below, 

$0-42^500.  The  striking  feature  of  this  range,  as  noted  in  Table  5j 
is  that  almost  all  the  1-  and  2-f amily  structures  (more  than  96%)   were  built 
in  Baltimore  County,  This  is  explained  by  the  fact  that  most  of  these  in- 
expensive structures  are  shore  property.  These  structures,  being  temporary 
dwelling  units  in  general,  are  not  representative  of  the  building  activity 
presented  in  this  report, 

$2,5Q1-$^,000»  Ranking  third  in  number  of  1-  and  2-family  struc- 
tures built,  this  range  embodies  mostly  cheaper  row  structures  and  better 
shore  property.  Also  included  are  many  prefabricated  single  dwellings  found 
in  large-scale  housing  developments  near  industrial  plants  in  Baltimore 
County, 

In  19U9  and  1901  the  number  of  1-  and  2-family  structures  built  in 
the  County  predominated;  in  1900  the  reverse  was  true.  While  the  County 
experienced  a  significant  drop  in  the  building  rate  for  this  category  in 
1950,  construction  in  the  City  quadrupled.  It  is  interesting  to  note  that 
each  year  an  over-all  increase  of  about  UOO  new  1-  and  2-family  structures 
was  recorded  in  this  range  for  the  City  and  County  combined, 

$>$,001-^::7,$00,  This  group,  vfhich  ranked  first  in  total  construc- 
tion for  the  City  and  County  combined,  contains  the  bulk  of  residential  row 
structures.  It  is  not  unusual,  therefore,  that  the  greater  amount  of  btdld- 
ing  in  this  range  occurred  in  Baltimore  City,  In  19^1,  three  times  as  many 
new  1-  and  2-family  structures  were  consbriioted  in  the  City  as  in  the  County, 


Ik 


Although  both  City  and  County  had  increased  building  each  year  in  this 
range,  the  City's  increase  was  overwhelmingly  greater,  as  seen  in  Table  5. 

For  the  period  from  19U9  through  1951^  the  combined  City  and 
County  construction  in  the  $^f001-$7f^0  range  totaled  8,729  structures. 
The  reported  value  of  these  structures  amounted  to  nearly  155,000,000, 

$75501-$10,000«  This  is  generally  the  last  group  in  which  resi- 
dential row  structures  are  found.  Also  included  in  this  class  are  many 
semi-detached  dwellings  and  the  first  substantial  number  of  detached  units. 
For  the  period  investigated,  this  group  ranked  a  close  second  in  the  number 
of  1-  and  2-family  structures  built,  but  was  first  in  total  value. 

In  19U9  more  structures  in  this  price  range  were  built  in  the  City 
than  in  the  County,  During  that  year  many  higher  priced  row  structures  were 
completed  in  the  Edmondson  Avenue  and  Northwood  sections.  However,  in  1950 
and  1951  the  County  exceeded  the  City  in  structures  completed, 

$10,001-.$12,500.  In  19U9  and  1950  more  1-  and  2-family  structures 
in  this  range  were  built  in  the  County  than  in  the  Cityj  in  1951  the  activ- 
ity was  reversed.  As  might  be  expected,  the  total  amount  of  building  in 
these  three  years  was  much  greater  in  the  County,  Of  the  697  structures 
completed,  kQk  were  in  the  Coimty  and  213  in  the  City, 

$12,501—'$l5j000.  This  category  reflects  a  pattern  similar  to  the 
previous  one,  as  to  the  yearly  activity  in  the  City.  However,  there  was 
less  of  a  disparity  in  the  comparative  construction  in  City  and  County, 
For  the  three-year  period,  out  of  the  iill  structures  completed,  2ii3  were 
in  the  County  and  l68  in  the  City, 

:;^;15, 001-^:17,500.  From  19ii9  through  1951,  the  County  led  in  the 
bailding  of  this  class  of  1-  and  2-family  structure.  Even  so,  it  is  note- 
worthy that  30^  of  construction  in  this  category  took  place  in  the  City, 
There  were  105  structures  biiilt  in  all,  32  In  the  City  and  83   In  the  Coruity* 
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$17>501;420j000»  Again  it  is  interesting  to  observe  that  in  the 
higher  priced  ranges  the  City  ranked  so  close  to  the  County  in  new  1-  and 
2-.family  structures  built.  Although  the  County  led  each  year,  the  City 
was  only  3  structures  behind  in  19U9  and  6  in  19$1«  In  19^0,  there  was  a 
larger  difference  of  12, 

For  the  three-year  period  investigated  the  records  seem  to  in- 
dicate that  the  City  is  holding  its  own  in  the  construction  of  the  higher 
priced  1-  and  2-fainily  structures.  However,  it  is  obvious  that  as  the  City 
becomes  more  and  more  crowded,  land  will  not  be  available  for  construction 
of  the  type  of  home  found  in  this  category. 

Over  $20,000,  In  examining  Table  5,  once  again  the  relatively 
large  amount  of  building  of  expensive  1-  and  2-family  structures  in  Balti- 
more City  is  to  be  noticed.  Especially  in  this  category,  where  1-  and 
2-family  structures  may  be  valued  up  to  $100,000,  it  is  significant  that 
the  City  should  so  nearly  approach  the  building  activity  of  the  County,  and 
in  1950  should  even  exceed  the  efforts  of  the  County,  In  all,  there  were 
103  structures  built  in  the  City  and  112,  in  the  County,  for  the  three- 
year  period. 

Most  likely  the  explanation  of  this  phenomenon  lies  in  the  de- 
velopment of  a  fevf  new  sections  of  Baltimore  City  where  residential  struc- 
tures are  exceptionally  expensive.  From  observation  it  appears  that  the 
Reisterstown  Road  area  on  the  fringe  of  the  City  would  fall  into  this  cate- 
gory. Another  explanation  is  the  building  of  several  new  1-  and  2-family 
structures  in  the  already  accepted  high-price  developments,  such  as  Home- 
land, At  any  rate,  the  activity  is  probably  only  sporadic  and  will  reach 
its  settling  point  as  the  pressure  for  desirable  tracts  is  felt  in  Balti- 
more City, 
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Multifamily  Structtires 

Because  the  information  available  from  the  assessment  records  was 
limited  for  multiple  dwellings,  it  was  necessary  to  seek  additional  sources 
for  these  data.  Using  a  tabulation  of  multiple  structures  built  since  19li5 
under  the  auspices  of  the  U.S.  Federal  Housing  Administration,  it  was  pos- 
sible to  estimate  the  total  number  of  dwelling  units  (apartments)  completed 
in  the  City  and  County. 

As  shown  in  Table  6,  Baltimore  City  gained  5,8Ii3  dwelling  units  in 
garden-type  structures  between  19li5  through  19^1.  Baltimore  County  added 
3,ii63  units.  Per  acre,  the  density  of  nev^  dwelling  units  in  Baltimore  City 
was  greater,  19.2  compared  with  l6.2  for  the  County, 

A  total  of  659  dvrelling  units  in  2  elevator  apartment  houses  was 
completed  in  the  City,  No  elevator  structures  were  built  in  the  County  from 
19hS   through  1951.  Table  6  indicates  the  high  density  of  dwelling  lonits  per 
acre  v;hich  can  be  provided  by  vertical  structures. 

Combining  all  multiple  structures,  Baltimore  City  added  6,lJ[|2 
dwelling  units  betvreen  19l6   and  1951;  and  Baltimore  County,  3,i;63  dwelling 
units. 
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TABLE  6 

New  Multifamily  Structures  and  Dwelling  Units  Completed 

in  Baltimore  City  and  Baltimore  County,  and 

Average  Number  of  Dwelling  Units  Per  Acre, 

19^5  -  1951 


,1/ 


Garden-Type  liultifamily  Structures 

Total  Dvrelling  Units  in  Structures^'' 
Baltimore  City  Baltimore  County 

5,8i;3  Dwelling  Units-  3,h63  Dvrelling  Units 

2/ 

Total  Acreage  of  Structures—'' 

30h  Acres  212  Acres 

Average  Number  Dwelling  Units  Per  Acre 


19.2  Dv/elling  Units 
Per  Acre 


l6.2  Dwelling  Units 
Per  Acre 


=1/ 


Elevator-T^'-pe  Hultifamily  Structures 

Total  Dwelling  Units  in  Structures- 

659  Dvrelling  Units  0  Dwelling  Units 

Total  Acreage  of  Structures^' 

2,05  Acres  0  Acres 

Average  Dwelling  Units  Per  Acre 


329.5  Dvrelling  Units 
Per  Acre 


0  Dwelling  Units 
Per  Acre 


Source:  l/  U.S.  Federal  Housing  Administration 

2/  Baltimore  City:  Department  of  Assessments 
Baltimore  County:  Supervisor  of  Assessments 
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Special  Study;     District  #1  in  Baltimore  Cotmty 

During  the  course  of  gathering  information  on  the  whole  of  Balti- 
more City  and  County,   it  was  felt  that  a  detailed  breakdoifm  of  one  of  the 
representative  County  areas  would  be  useful  and  enlightening.     The  district 
chosen  was  #1  which  roughly  includes  the  area  between  Catonsville  and  Edmond- 
son  Village,     The  information  has  been  tabulated  in  a  form  similar  to  the 
analysis  preceding,  v.dth  a  comparative  analysis  between  District  #1  and  the 
rest  of  Baltimore  County, 

As  shovm  in  Table  7,  the  total  number  and  total  value  of  1-  and 
2-family  structures  built  in  District  #1  increased  progressively  between 
19li9  and  19^1.     -t^or  the  three-year  period,  967  structures  were  completed  in 
the  District,     Of  this  number,  385  were  in  the  price  range  of  $7,501  - 
$10,000,  and  237  in  the  $0,001  -  $7,50O  range. 

Table  8  compares  the  building  acti-'rity  in  District  #1  with  the 
rest  of   the  County.     It  can  be  seen  that  this  District  has  become  more  and 
more  important  as  an  urban  community,  accoimting  for  6,8^  of  new  construc- 
tion in  19h9  and  rising  to  10,2%  of  the  total  County  activity  in  1901 •     In 
the  value  of  nev/1-and  2-family  structures,  the  District  has  grown  even  more 
important,  accounting  for  11.9/2  of  the  total  reported  for  the  County  in  195l« 

l/ith  these  facts  in  mind,  it  should  be  noted  that  fem  cheaper  1-  and 
2-family  structures   ('^0  -  $2,500  and  $2,501  -  $5,000)  v;ere  built  in  District 
,fl.     It  was  still  slightly  low  in  the  Ti^jOOl  -  .1ii7,500  range  except  for  1950j 
but  in  the  :;i)7,501  -  .1:10,000  class  it  was  above  average,   especially  in  1951^ 
when,   for  a  small  district,   it  had  as  high  as  22.8%  of  the  total  building 
in  this  range  in  the  County.     In  comparison  to  other  districts,  there  are 
comparatively  fevi  lov/-cost  residential  structures  being  constructed  in  this 
area.     This  indicates  the  presence  of  factors,   here  not  analyzed,  whirh  make 
this  area  desirable  for  high  grade  development. 


TABLE  7 

N\mber  and  Value  of  New  1-  and  2-Family  Structures, 
by  Price  Range,  District  #1,  Baltimore  County, 
19U9  -  1951 


2U 


Number  Nev^ 

Value  New 

1-  &  2-Family 

1-  &  2-.Fainily 

Average 

Year 

Structures 

Structures 

Value 

19U9 
1950 
1951 


19ii9 
1950 
1951 


19U9 
1950 
1951 


19U9 
1950 
1951 


19h9 
1950 
1951 


I9U9 
1950 
1951 


19U9 
1950 
1951 


I9U9 
1950 
1951 


19L9 
1950 
1951 


19U9 
1950 
1951 


$0  ■•  $2,500 


13 

9 

13 


72 
36 
55 


1x6 

121 

70 


58 

78 

2h9 


12 
22 
15 


h 
15 
17 


1 

li 

1 


u 

6 

3 


1 
k 
0 


$     15,300 
15,200 

20,U60 


$2,501  "  $5,000 

$    329,300 

151,200 

2U9,6oo 

$5,001  -  $7,500 

I  293,300 
775,900 
ii73,5oo 

$7,501  -  $10,000 

^  530,500 

68it,859 
2,067,550 

$10,001  -  $12,500 

nr  137,275 

257;81|2 
173,300 

$12,501  -  $15,000 

$  59,000 
213,900 
239,932 

$15,001  -  $17,500 

W  16,500 
66,100 
16,000 

$17,501  ~  $20,000 

$      78,000 

nil.:  000 

56,000 


Over  $20,000 


$       22,000 
11(1,000 
0 


Total  (All  Values) 

223  ^,ii8l,l75 

316  2,ii20,001 

U28  3,296, 3ii2 


1,177 
1,689 
l,57ii 


$  h,57ii 
U,200 
U,538 


$  6,376 
6,hl2 
6,76ii 


$  9,lU7 
8,780 
8,303 


$ii,iiUo 
11,720 
11,553 


$ll;,75o 
lU,26o 
lU,llU 


116,500 
16,525 
16,000 


$19,500 

19,000 
18,667 


$22,000 
35,250 


$  6,6ii2 
7,658 
7,702 
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TABLE  8 

Per  Cent  Distribution  of  New  1-  and  2-Family  Structures, 
by  price  Range,  District  #1  and  Rest  of  Baltimore  County, 

19U9  -  1951 

Number  of  Structures                Value  of  Structures 
Whole      ^  in     ^  in           Whole     ^  in     ^  in 
Year     County #1 Rest  County #1 Rest 


1919 

1950 

1951 

307 
293 
259 

U.2 
3.1 
5.0 

$0- 
95.8 

96.9 
95.0 

^2,500 

$     U2li,280 
U38,775 
379,130 

3.6 
3.5 
5.1* 

96.U 
96.5 
9l*.6 

19U9 

1950 
1951 

1,253 

887 

1,286 

5.8 
U.l 

U.3 

^2,501 
9I1.2 
95.9 
95.7 

-  $5,000 

$5,216,985 
3,717,020 
5,l81i,250 

6.3 

U.l 
1*.8 

93.7 
9^.9 
95.2 

19U9 

1950 
1951 

851 
1,019 
1,061 

5.U 

11.9 

6,6 

$5,001 

9l*.6 
88.1 
93. U 

-  s^^7,5oo 

$5,l*la,930 
6,502,228 
6,979,061 

5.1* 

11.9 

6.8 

9l*.6 
88.1 
93.2 

19U9 
1950 
1951 

U25 
632 

1,092 

13.6 
12,3 
22.8 

^^7,501  - 
86.ii 
87.7 
77.2 

.  v<510,000 

$3,773,5U0 
5,597,095 
9,1*51,860 

11*. 1 
12.2 
21.9 

85.9 
87.8 
78.1 

19U9 
1950 

1951 

101 
2U5 
138 

11.9 

9.0 

10.8 

110,001 
88.1 
91.0 
89.2 

-  ;j;i2,5oo 

$1,183,175 
2,879,231* 
1,585,987 

11.6 

9.0 

10.9 

88.U 
91.0 
89.1 

19li9 
1950 
1951 

U5 

9U 
loU 

9.0 
16.0 
16,3 

112,501 
91.0 
8I1.O 
83.7 

-  $15,000 

$    6ii6,ijOO 
1,329,995 
1,^78,683 

9.1 
16.1 
16.2 

90.9 
83.9 
83.8 

19U9 
1950 
1951 

20 
29 

3li 

5.0 

13.8 

2.9 

:i>l5,001 
95.0 
86.2 
97.1 

-  $17,500 

$    327,300 
1*73,226 
553,167 

5-0 

llt.O 

2.9 

95.0 
86.0 
97.1 

19U9 
1950 

1951 

27 
39 
36 

lh.8 

15.1* 

8.3 

$17,501 
85.2 
8ii.6 
91.7 

-  $20,000 

$     515,1*32 
739,000 
683,885 

15.1 

15.1* 
8.2 

8U.9 
81i.6 
S1.8 

27 
38 

U7 

3.7 
10.5 
0 

Over  ;i 

;;2  0,000 

2.U 

lO.U 
0 

191*9 
1950 
1951 

96,3 
89.5 

100.0 

$     920,000 
1,351,663 
1,IjU9,800 

97.6 

89,6 
100.0 

19L9 
1950 
1951 

3,277 

3,560 
U,193 

8.9 
10.2 

Total  (All  Values) 
>3..2                       :',,.»J,li).9,ni42 
91.1                         23,023,236 
89.8                        27,71*5,823 

8.0 
10.5 
11.9 

92.0 

89.5 
88.1 
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Summary 

In  this  chapter  the  building  activity  in  Baltimore  City  and 
Baltimore  County  for  19U8  through  19^1  has  been  considered  in  detail.  The 
examination  has  been  made  both  as  to  total  building  activity  and  as  to  activ^- 
ity  in  construction  of  certain  types  of  1-  and  2-family  structures  arranged 
by  price  range. 

In  an  attempt  to  provide  more  accurate  yearly  data  an  alternative 
method  to  that  based  on  permits  was  used  to  ascertain  the  volume  of  new  con^ 
struction.  An  explanation  of  the  method  adopted  and  a  comparison  of  the  re- 
sults for  each  method  was  also  made. 

Finally,  a  special  study  of  District  #1  of  Baltimore  County  was 
completed  to  provide  more  detailed  information  on  one  of  the  faster  growing 
communities  surrounding  Baltimore  City,  In  the  past  few  years  the  density 
and  housing  characteristics  of  this  area  have  changed  so  completely,  turn- 
ing a  formerly  rural  area  into  an  active  urban  community. 
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CHAPTER  II 


A  SURVEY  OF  RESIDENTS  IN  NEW 
1-  AND  2-FAliffLY  STRUCTURES  IN  BALTIMORE  COUNTY 


To  supplement  the  statistical  analysis  of  residential  construction 
in  Baltimore  City  and  Baltimore  County,  it  was  decided  that  a  survey  should 
be  undertaken  to  determine  the  extent  to  which  City  residents  were  moving  to 
the  County,  To  do  this,  a  canvass  of  a  random  sample  of  the  new  residents 
in  Baltimore  County  was  conducted. 
Sampling  Problem 

In  choosing  the  sample  the  major  problem  was  that  of  proper  cover- 
age of  the  large  area  of  Baltimore  County,  A  method  had  to  be  developed 
which  would  give  accurate  results  with  the  available  facilities. 

Since  most  of  the  construction  of  new  1-  and  2-family  structures 
took  place  within  a  relatively  short  distance  of  the  City  limits,  and  since 
approximately  62%  of  the  total  number  of  1-  and  2-family  structures  in  the 
County  were  built  in  Districts  #1,  3*  9j  and  15,  it  was  decided  to  take  a 
sample  from  these  four  districts  only,  and  to  project  the  results  to  the 
fathers.  Then,  if  unsurveyed  districts  differed  in  each  characteristic  from 
surveyed  districts,  the  resulting  error  would  still  be  only  a  fraction  of 
the  total.  For  example,  a  20^  difference  for  hO^  of  the  County  means  only 
an  6%   difference  for  the  whole  County,  This  degree  of  error  is  regarded  as 
sufficiently  small  for  pxirposes  of  the  present  study. 
Sample  Size 

It  was  determined  that  a  sample  size  of  about  ICO  would  be  large 
enough  to  give  accurate  results.  The  sample  was  distributed  among  personrs 
who  had  moved  into  nev;-  1-  and  2-faraily  stmctures  in  any  of  Districts  #1, 
3,  9,   or  15  in  any  of  the  years  19h9t   1950,  or  1951.  In  order  to  make  the 
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distribution  an  even  one,  a  sample  of  nine  residents  from  each  district  for 
each  year  was  taken.  This  brought  the  total  sample  to  108 « 
Choosing  the  Sample 

The  sample  was  chosen  from  the  files  of  the  Baltimore  County 
Bureau  of  Assessments,  These  were  the  same  files  from  which  the  data  on 
the  building  activity  in  the  County  were  taken. 

In  order  to  assure  a  random  sample  the  following  method  was  em- 
ployed. Each  year  and  each  district  were  treated  separately.  In  other 
words,  the  first  sample  of  nine  residents  was  taken  from  the  list  of  dv7ell- 
ings  finished  in  19h9   in  District  #1  of  Baltimore  County, 

Two  sets  of  slips  of  paper  were  prepared.  The  first  set  desig- 
nated a  starting  point  in  the  file  for  a  particular  district.  The  starting 
points  were  frontj  backj  middle,  go  to  frontj  and  middle,  go  to  back.  The 
second  set  of  slips  had  numbers  in  gaps  of  five,  e.g,  5,  10,  l$f   20,  etc. 
Before  a  district  was  started,  a  count  was  taken  of  the  total  number  of 
homes  listed;  and  the  set  of  slips  containing  the  numbers  was  adjusted  so 
that  the  highest  number  coincided  with  the  total  number  of  homes.  This  was 
done  to  guarantee  that  no  part  of  a  file  had  a  greater  chance  of  being 
chosen  than  another.  The  slips  in  set  one  and  the  slips  in  set  two  were 
then  placed  in  separate  containers. 

The  actual  drawing  of  the  sample  was  conducted  as  follows,  A 
district  was  taken  for  a  certain  year,  e,g.  District  #1,  19h9»     The  number 
of  1-  and  2-family  structures  listed  v/as  cotmted,  and  set  number  two  of 
slips  was  adjusted  accordingly.  Then  a  slip  was  drawn  blindly  from  set 
number  one  and  a  starting  point  vias  designated,  e,g,  front, 

A  slip  was  then  drawn  from  set  number  tvm   blindly,  and  a  number 
was  designated,  e,g,  2U5,  Then  starting  from  the  front,  a  count  wa.=!  taken 
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to  find  the  2ii5th  1-  and  2-family  structure  from  the  front  of  the  file. 
The  address  of  this  structure  was  listed.  This  procedure  was  repeated  nine 
times  for  each  district  and  each  year,  giving  a  total  of  108  residents  of 
new  1-  and  2-family  structiores  to  be  investigated.  After  the  sample  had 
been  drawn,  a  personal  interview  of  a  responsible  resident  of  each  structure 
was  taken. 
Interview 

The  interview  consisted  primarily  of  three  questions; 

(1)  How  long,  if  at  all,  did  you  live  in  Baltimore  City  as  a 
home  owner  or  tenant  prior  to  moving  to  the  County? 

(2)  Waat   type  of  home  did  you  live  in,  prior  to  the  acquisition 
of  the  new  structure,  e»g. :  dRtached,  semi-detached,  row,  apartment  or  other? 

(3)  What  were  yoiir  most  important  reasons  for  deciding  to  settle 
in  the  Cotmty? 

The  object  of  the  first  question  was  to  determine  how  long  pre- 
vious Baltimoreans  had  lived  in  the  City  as  homeowners  or  tenants  prior  to 
the  rental  or  purchase  of  their  County  residence.  This  question  also  dis- 
closed how  many  had  not  lived  in  the  City  at  all  before  they  moved  to  the 
County, 

The  second  question  was  designed  to  provide  a  comparison  of  the 
type  of  structure  vacated  with  the  new  one  selected.  Another  interesting 
bit  of  information  revealed  was  how  many  were  renting  in  the  City  before 
they  moved. 

The  third  question  v/as  obviously  aimed  at  explaining  why  the  new 
residents  chose  to  settle  in  the  County, 
Results  of  Survey 

V/hen  the  interviews  v/ere  taken,  eight  non-responses  were  ex- 
perienced. This  left  a  total  of  100  1-  and  2-family  structures  from  which 
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answers  were  received.  The  replies  are  tabulated  on  the  basis  of  the  nunt- 
ber  of  persons  answering  each  question, 

TABLE  9 

Previous  Residence  of  Occupants  of  New 
1-  and  2-Fainily  Structures  in  Baltimore  County- 


Baltimore  Baltimorei/     Outside 

City  County  saltimope  Area 

Number  of  Households        62  30             5 

%  Total                 63,9  30,9           5.2 


Length  of  Residence  in 
Baltimore  City  Prior  to  Moving 


Less  than  6  years 

^h 

6-10 

lU 

11-15 

3 

16  -  20 

10 

Over  20 

1 

3/  In  addition,  one  was  occupying  summer  home  and  2  were  newly 
*"   formed  households. 


On  consulting  Table  9,  it  can  be  seen  that  62  people  who  took  up 
new  residence  in  the  County  since  19i49  lived  in  Baltimore  City  before  moving. 
Of  this  number,  over  half  had  lived  in  Baltimore  five  years  or  less.  In 
speaking  of  residence  in  Baltimore  prior  to  taking  up  County  residence,  it 
is  not  intended  to  mean  since  childhood,  but  rather  since  becoming  an  in- 
dependent homeomier,  tenant,  or  household  head.  In  most  cases  this  would 
mean  how  long  the  person  lived  in  Baltimore  City  after  marriage. 
Choice  of  Structure 

On  the  basis  of  the  replies  reported  in  Table  10,  a  majority  of 
the  County  households  in  new  1-  and  2-faiiii.Ty  structures,  G9   to  be  exact. 
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took  up  residence  in  detached  houses.   Of  this  number,  3U  had  previously 
occupied  an  apartment j  18  had  lived  in  a  row  house j  l6,  in  a  detached  house j 
and  1,  in  a  semi-detached  house.  Among  the  22  households  preferring  a  row- 
house  structure  in  the  County,  10  had  previously  occupied  an  apartment j  7j 
a  detached  house j  and  5,  a  row  house. 

It  is  noteworthy  that  i|.6  of  the  respondents  had  not  been_independ-- 
ent  homeowners  or  renters  prior  to  the  period  19h9-19$l»     This  fact,  in 
conJTinction  with  the  one  revealed  in  Table  9  on  the  length  of  residence  in 
the  City  before  movement,  points  to  two  important  sources  of  the  demand  for 
new  1-  and  2-family  structures  in  Baltimore  County,  namely,  recently  formed 
(and  probably  expanding  households),  as  well  as  doubled-up  families  requir- 
ing their  own  quarters, 

TABLE  10 

Type  of  Dwelling  Unit  Previously  Occupied  by 

Residents  of  New  1-  and  2-Fairiily  Structures 

in  Baltimore  County 

Number  of  Households    Previous  Occupancy=/    Present  Occupancy 

3ii 
10 

h 
7 

16 
18 

1 

1 

5 

1 

l/  Including  raultifamily  structures. 


Apartment 

Detached 

Apartment 

Row 

Apartment 

Apartment 

Detached 

Row 

Detached 

Detached 

Row 

Detached 

Row 

Apartment 

Row 

Semi-detached 

Row 

Rovf 

Semi-detached 

Detached 
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Choice  of  Residence  in  Baltimore  Coxinty 

Two  major  reasons  were  given  for  taking  up  residence  in  the 
County; 

(1)  36  of  the  residents  of  new  1-  and  2-family  structures 
settled  in  the  County  simply  because  they  preferred  the  conditions  generally 
attributed  to  this  area.  Such  considerations  as  more  privacy  and  quiet 
were  cited.  Also  mentioned  were  the  lower  County  taxes.  However,  there  was 
not  a  single  case  where  the  tax  difference  was  in  itself  the  reason  for  tak- 
ing up  County  residence.  This  is  to  be  expected  both  because  the  tax  dif- 
ference is  not  as  large  as  is  often  claimed,  and  because  a  large  part  of 
this  difference  is  offset  ty  factors  such  as  increased  transportation  costs. 
Most  of  the  people  who  indicated  a  general  preference  for  the  County  had 
already  been  residents  of  the  County  prior  to  their  most  recent  change  of 
residence, 

(2)  32  of  the  respondents  chose  the  County  because  of  the  fear 
of  urban  overcrowding.  Being  faced  with  the  problem  of  taking  up  independ- 
ent residence  as  a  homeowner  or  tenant  for  the  first  time,  they  felt  that, 
in  consideration  of  the  possible  future  congested  conditions ■ in  the  City, 
they  would  prefer  to  settle  in  a  less  densely  populated  area.  Since  the 
average  values  of  City  and  County  1-  and  2-family  structures  from  19h9 
through  1951  were  about  the  same,  the  choice  of  County  residence  was  not  a 
difficult  one  to  make. 

In  addition  to  a  general  preference  for  the  County  and  a  desire 
to  move  avray  from  City  congestion,  the  respondents  offered  the  following 
reasons  for  residence  in  the  County:  near  place  of  employment,  safety  for 
children,  changes  in  neighborhood  characteristics,  and  health  considerations. 
Eight  per  cent  could  give  no  particular  reason  for  moving.  (See  Table  11,) 
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TABLE  11 


Reasons  for  Choice  of  Residence 
in  Baltimore  County 


Reason  Number  Responses 

1.  Long-standing  preference  for  Coiinty 

(more  privacy,  quiet,  lower  taxes,  etc.)         36 

2.  Wanted  own  residence  -  refused  to  Tsuy 
or  rent  new  1-  and  2-f amily  structure 
in  city  -  felt  it  was  becoming  too 

crowded  32 

3.  Near  work  9 
U.   No  partic\ilar  reason  8 

5.  Safety  for  children  7 

6.  Change  in  racial  characteristic  a,f 

neighborhood  U 

7.  Health  considerations  3 

8.  Temporary  summer  home  1 


3U 


CHAPTER  in 


FORECAST  OF  RESIDENTIAL  EXPANSION  IN 
BALTIMORE  CITY  AND  BALTIMORE  COUNTY  TO  197$ 


Having  presented  a  statistical  study  of  construction  of  residen- 
tial structures  in  Baltimore  City  and  County  and  a  survey  of  new  County 
residents,  it  is  desirable  that  consideration  be  given  to  the  potential 
demand  for  local  residential  construction.  Examination  of  this  question 
has  been  carided  out  on  the  basis  of  residential  land  use  in  Baltimore  City, 
since  the  potential  saturation  of  City  residential  building  areas  obviously 
has  direct  bearing  on  the  amount  of  building  in  the  County  and  the  City. 
Vacaint  Residential  Land  in  Baltimore  City 

It  is  known  that  in  19h5  there  were  approximately  7>9$U  acres  of 
residential  building  area  still  remaining  in  Baltimore  City.—   It  has  also 
been  estimated  that  1,071  of  these  acres  have  been  rezoned  since  19i4-$  for 
schools,  commercial  uses,  and  other  reasons,—   This  means  that  as  of  X9h^t 
6,883  acres  were  vacant  and  available  for  residential  land  use,  excluding 
small  bits  of  land  scattered  throughout  the  built-up  sections. 

In  order  to  determine  the  residential  land  available  as  of  19$2, 
it  was  necessary  to  estimate  the  acreage  used  between  19U$  and  19^1 •  This 
was  done  by  estimating  the  land  used  ty  ne?:  1-  and  2-family  structures  and 
multif amily  structures  in  this  period,  and  subtracting  the  total  from  the 
19U5  figiire. 

Since  the  present  study  Included  a  detailed  tabulation  of  resi- 
dential construction  between  19ii8  and  195lj  these  data  were  used.  For 
earlier  years,  it  v/as  necessary  to  resort  to  building  permit  data.  During 
the  seven-year  period,  it  is  estimated  that  26,2^0  structures  (1-  and  2- 


1/     City  Planning  Conmission 
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family)  "vrere  completed  in  Baltimore  City,  Using  an  average  of  15  struc- 
tures per  acre,  it  was  fovind  that  approximately  1,750  acres  of  residential 
land  were  consumed  during  this  period.—  Added  to  this  were  306  acres  de- 
voted to  multifamily  structures,  making  a  total  of  2,506  acres  developed 
between  19U5  and  19^1.  Deducting  this  figure  from  the  19U5  net  acreage,  it 
was  determined  that,  as  of  1952,  approximately  U,827  acres  of  vacant  resi- 
dential land  in  Baltimore  City  were  still  available  for  development. 
Estimate  of  Dwelling  Uiuts  to  be  Accommodated 

Depending  on  the  density  of  future  residential  construction  in 
Baltimore  City,  the  vacant  land  estimated  above  may  be  used  up  in  a  few 
years  or  may  satisfy  the  needs  of  the  City  indefinitely.  In  order  to  de- 
termine the  possible  limits  of  construction,  five  ass\imptions  were  made 
concerning  the  density  of  future  residential  development  in  the  City,  These 
estimates  were  made  without  regard  to  existing  or  proposed  zoning  regula- 
tions. Determinations  of  desirable  densities  should  stem  from  the  land 
use  studies,  zoning  proposals,  and  General  Plan,  which  are  primarily  the 
responsibility  of  the  City  Planning  Commission, 

Assumed  Densities,  For  purposes  of  forecasting,  it  was  assumed 
that  the  future  density  of  residential  construction  would  approximate  5> 
10,  15,  20  or  300  dwelling  units  per  acre  in  Baltimore  City, 

The  first  assumption  of  5  dwelling  units  per  acre  is  intended  to 
cover  the  possibility  that  future  residential  building  will  be  completely 
in  single  detached  structures.  This  assumption  may  be  logical  in  consid- 
eration of  the  fact  that  most  of  the  remaining  City  land  lies  near  the 
Coxmty  lines  where  the  single  structure  is  predominant.  On  the  basis  of 


1/  Average  number  of  stmctures  per  acre  v:as  determined  with  the  cooperation 
of  the  City  Planning  Commission, 
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this  assTW^jtion,  then  there  will  be  room  for  2U,135  dwelling  units  on  the 
U,827  acres  left  in  the  City,  as  of  19^2, 

The  second  asstanption  covers  10  divelling  units  per  acre*  This 
assumption  is  intended  to  take  account  of  the  possibility  that  construction 
may  be  rather  evenly  divided  between  individual  and  row  houses.  Under  this 
assuiin5tion  there  is  room  for  U8,270  dwelling  units  in  Baltimore  City. 

The  third  assumption  of  15  dvTelling  units  per  acre  takes  account 
of  the  possibility  that  most  of  the  future  construction  in  the  City  -will  be 
of  the  row-house  category.  This  and  the  next  two  assumptions  take  account 
of  higher  dwelling  unit  densities  per  acre.  This  is  justified  if  consider- 
ation is  given  to  the  fact  that  as  the  City  land  becomes  more  scarce  it  may 
be  more  intensively  utilized.  Under  this  assunqjtion  of  l5  dwelling  units 
per  acre  there  is  room  for  72,1;05  dwelling  units. 

The  fourth  assumption  of  20  dwelling  units  per  acre  allows  for 
garden-type  multifamily  structures,  and  is  based  on  the  average  density  of 
garden-apartment  construction  in  Baltimore  City  from  19U5  through  1951,— 
Under  this  assunption  there  will  be  room  for  96,5iiO  dwelling  units  in 
Baltimore  City, 

The  fifth  and  last  assumption  covers  the  possibility  of  construc- 
tion of  elevator-type  multifamily  structures.  If  allowance  is  made  for  pos- 
sible construction  of  this  type  as  the  predominant  one,  then  the  saturation 
of  residential  land  is  very  far  in  the  future  for  Baltimore  City  and  is, 
generally  speaking,  no  longer  of  any  significance.  Under  this  assumption 
of  300  dwelling  units  per  acre,  there  will  be  room  for  1,W;8,100  additional 
dwelling  units  in  Baltimore  City, 

1/  See  Chapter  I, 
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Forecast  of  Demand  for  New  Dwelling  Units  by  1975 

It  has  been  determined  how  much  land  was  available  for  residential 
building  in  Baltimore  City  as  of  1952  and  the  number  of  dwelling  units  which 
could  be  accommodated  on  the  available  acreage.  It  is  necessary  now  to  dis- 
cover what  the  future  demand  for  housing  will  be  and  to  match  it  with  the 
number  of  new  dwelling  units  which  can  be  accommodated  in  Baltimore  City, 

It  is  not  the  purpose  of  a  projection  of  future  demand  for  dwelling 
units  to  state  exactly  how  many  will  be  needed  each  year.  It  is  rather  de- 
sired that  this  projection  give  a  realistic  picture  of  the  approximate  volume 
of  future  demand  and,  what  may  be  even  more  important,  just  how  quickly  the 
available  City  residential  areas  are  approaching  saturation. 

Method  of  Projection,  The  projection  of  future  demand  for  new 
housing  is  based  on  a  nationwide  projection  of  new  households,  prepared  by 
Dr.  Arnold  C.  Harberger,  of  The  Johns  Hopkins  University.^  With  the  projec- 
tion of  new  households,  the  number  of  dwelling  units  needed  is  determined 
sijnultaneously.  It  is  asstimed  that  with  the  increasing  availability  of 
new  housing  and  continuing  prosperity,  the  tendency  for  doubling  up  will  be 
reduced  to  a  minimum. 

Two  assumptions  have  been  made  as  to  how  the  Baltimore  area  might 
follow  the  national  trend.  The  first  of  these  assumptions  is  that  the 
Baltimore  area  will  progress  at  the  same  rate  projected  for  the  Nationj  the 
second,  that  the  Baltimore  area  will  increase  its  households  at  a  rate  about 
half  again  as  great  as  the  national  rate.  Consideration  was  given  to  the 
possible  error  resulting  from  different  numbers  of  persons  per  household  in 
the  Baltimore  area  as  against  the  whole  United  States,  Such  factors  as 


1/  "Reso'irces  for  Freedom,"  A  Report  to  the  President  by  The  President's 
"*  Materials  Policy  Commission,  June  1952, 
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later  marriages,  larger  families,  greater  doubling  up,  and  less  independent 
households  for  the  aged  might  cause  an  area  to  have  a  much  larger  average 
number  of  persons  per  household.  In  such  a  case  it  woTild  not  be  reasonable 
to  assume  that  the  local  household  growth  rate  would  follow  the  national 
rate.  However,  since  the  average  number  of  persons  per  household  in  the 
Baltimore  area  was  very  close  to  the  national  average,  it  was  safe  to  assume 
that  household  formation  in  Baltimore  would  parallel  the  country's  rate, 
and  possibly  exceed  it» 

Forecast  for  Baltimore  Metropolitan  Area.  Applying  the  rate  of 
growth  forecast  for  the  United  States,  as  shown  in  Table  12,  it  was  dete3>» 
mined  that  by  1975  the  Baltimore  Metropolitan  Area  wotild  have  a  total  of 
536,i|00  households.  This  would  mean  an  increase  of  167,900  households  over 
the  1950  Census  figure.  Assuming  that  the  rate  of  growth  in  Baltimore  would 
be  one  and  one-half  times  the  national  rate,  the  number  of  households  in 
the  Metropolitan  Area  would  increase  by  280,900  in  1975» 

To  determine  what  proportion  of  the  total  need  for  dwelling  units 
would  be  borne  by  Baltimore  City,  Baltimore  County,  and  Anne  Arundel  Coxmty, 
a  breakdown  was  made  on  the  basis  of  relative  volume  of  building  since  19^78 
UO^  for  Baltimore  Cityj  UO^  for  Baltimore  County;  and  20^  for  Anne  Arundel 
County, 

According  to  the  projections  made,  there  will  be  a  need  for  about 
67,200  dwelling  units  in  each  Baltimore  City  and  Baltimore  County  ty  1975 
under  the  first  assumption,  and  for  112,300  dwelling  units  under  the  second, 

Anne  Arundel  County  should  have  an  increase  of  about  33^500  house- 
holds under  the  first  assumption  and  56,200  under  the  second.  The  two 
County  areas  have  adequate  residential  3.and  available  to"  accommodate  the 
expansion  forecast. 


TABLE  12 


Forecast  of  Increase  in  Dwelling  Units, 
United  States  and  Baltimore  Metropolitan  Area, 
1950  -  1975 
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United  States^' 

Increase  in  Households 

Number  at  End  of  Period 

Rate  of 

Tears 

(Millions) 

(Millions) 

Growth 

1950 

U3.0 

1 

1950-5ii 

3.8 

■ 

U6.8 

1.09 

1955-59 

3.6 

50eiA 

1.08 

1960-6U 

3.5 

53.9 

1.07 

1965-69 

3.9 

57.8 

1.07 

1970-7U 

U.6 

62.U 

1,08 

Baltimore  Metropolitan  Area 

Increase  in  Households 

Baltimlore  Metro- 

Baltimore 

Rate  of 

Years 

politan  Area 

City 

Number  at  End  of  Period 

Growth 

AssTmption 

#1:  Rate  of  Growth, 

,   Same  as  the  United  States 

1950 

368,500^/ 

1  J 

1950-5U 

33,200 

13,300 

li01,700 

1.09 

1955-59 

32,100 

12,800 

U33,800 

1,08 

196o-6ii 

30,iiOO 

12,200 

ii6l,200 

1.07 

1965-69 

32,500 

13,000 

U96,700 

1.07 

1970-7U 

39,700 
167,900 

15,900 
67,200 

536,1^00 

1.08 

Assumption  #2:  Rate  of  Growth, 

,  l|  Times  the  National  Rate 

1950 

„^„ 

368,500 

— 1~ 

1950-5ii 

51, 600 

20,600 

i;20,100 

l.ll^ 

1955-59 

5o,iiOO 

20,200 

U70,5oo 

1.12 

1960-6U 

51,800 

20,700 

522,300 

1.11 

1965-69 

57,500 

23,000 

?/9'?^ 

1.11 

1970-7li 

69,600 
2ao,900 

27,800 
112,300 

6ii9,l;00 

1.12 

Source:  l/  The  President's  Materials  Policy  Commission, 

2/  U.  S,  Bureau  of  the  Census,  Figure  rounded  for  forecasting 
"~   purposes. 
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Housing  Demand  vers-gs  Available  Space 

It  was  determined  that  tinder  the  assumption  of  five  dwelling 
units  per  acre  in  Baltimore  City  in  the  future,  there  would  be  room  for 
2li,135  dwelling  units  on  the  vacant  residential  land  remaining  in  19S2* 
Thus  under  this  assumption  Baltimore  City  could  provide  for  a  little  over 
one  third  of  the  67,200  dwelling  units  which  will  be  needed  ty  1975 • 
Referring  to  Table  12,  it  can  be  seen  that  the  residential  land  would  be 
used  up  before  I960,  on  the  basis  of  five  dwelling  units  per  acre. 

Under  the  assumption  of  10  dwelling  units  per  acre  in  Baltimore 
City,  U8,270  dwelling  \mits  can  be  constructed  on  the  remaining  residential 
land.  On  this  basis,  the  City  would  not  be  able  to  meet  the  demand  for 
new  dwelling  units  after  1970* 

Assuming  15  dwelling  units  per  acre  there  is  room  for  72,Uo5 
dwelling  units.  In  this  case  the  City  could  handle  the  demand  for  dwelling 
units,  assuming  new  household  formation  at  the  same  rate  as  the  national 
rate. 

Under  the  assumption  of  20  dwelling  units  per  acre  the  City  will 
be  equipped  to  handle  its  future  demand  for  dwelling  units  quite  easily 
and  for  many  years,  as  there  is  room  for  96,5UO  units  in  this  category. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  Baltimore's  rate  of  growth  should  exceed 
the  national  rate  ty  one  half,  new  construction,  even  at  20  dwelling  units 
per  acre,  would  be  inadequate.  It  is  apparent  that,  under  these  circum- 
stances, the  City  will  be  faced  with  a  problem  of  residential  land  shortage, 
unless  elevator-type  structures  are  built  in  greater  numbers.  One  elevator 
aparticent  house  on  an  acre  of  land  can  house  20  times  as  many  families  as 
group  homes  built  on  the  same  property. 
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Possible  Deterrents  to  City  Residential  Land  Saturation 

It  is, obvious  that  several  factors  may  deter  for  a  long  period 
the  ultimate  saturation  of  the  vacant  City  residential  areas.  These  factors 
are  of  two  main  types;  (1)  those  which  provide  for  more  dwelling  units 
per  acre  within  the  City  limits;  and  (2)  those  which  draw  residents  from 
the  City  into  the  County  areas  and  therefore  reduce  the  quantity  of  dwelling 
units  demanded  in  the  City, 

There  are  in  general  two  ways  of  providing  for  more  dwelling  units 
per  acre  within  the  City  limits.  The  first  is  to  build  mostly  multifamily 
structures  on  the  remaining  residential  areas  in  Baltimore  City,  This,  of 
course,  would  allow  a  very  high  dwelling  unit  density  per  acre  and  thus 
permit  the  satisfaction  of  a  much  larger  quantity  of  dwelling  \uiits  de- 
manded. It  is  difficult  to  say  just  how  practical  this  method  is,  since  if 
it  is  to  be  used  successfully  several  other  rather  important  conditions 
must  be  fulfilled.  The  zoning  regulations  would  have  to  be  changed  in  many 
areas  to  permit  construction  of  multifamily  structures,  especially  those 
of  the  elevator  type.  Furthermore,  not  all  vacant  areas  are  suited  te  the 
building  of  such  structures  because  of  terrain  and  other  site  considerations. 
Problems  of  over-all  city  planning  would  also  be  involved,  particularly  in 
regard  to  the  availability  of  adequate  community  facilities  and  utilities 
to  accommodate  the  higher  densities. 

The  second  way  to  provide  for  more  dwelling  units,  within  the 
City,  deals  vrith  the  reuse  of  old  City  areas.  There  are  many  substandard 
and  deteriorating  areas  in  the  City  vfhere  redevelopment  could  be  effectively 
undertaken.  If  elevator  apartment  houses  are  constructed  in  the  redeveloped 
areas,  many  more  dwelling  units  could  be  provided  within  the  City,  However, 
there  are  also  certain  obstacles  which  may  arise.  In  order  for  the  con- 
struction of  elevator  multifamily  buildings  in  the  old  City  area  to  be  a 
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successful  solution  to  the  saturation  problem,  the  prevailing  local  atti- 
tude to-vTard  vertical  living  may  have  to  be  revised.  Also,  assurance  of 
adequate  school  facilities  and  good  environment  will  be  necessary  to  attract 
new  residents  to  formerly  substandard  areas* 

Transportation  can  be  an  important  factor  in  keeping  residents 
vrithin  the  City,  If  a  person  works  in  the  City  proper,  he  may  understand- 
ably have  a  preference  for  being  near  his  place  of  business.  The  advantage 
of  having  to  spend  less  time  in  transit  to  and  from  work  may  overcome  some 
of  the  objections  to  City  residence  and  may  provide  a  constant  demand  for 
City  dvTelling  units,  particularly  in  the  redeveloped  sections.  However,  if 
rapid  transit  is  introduced  or  transportation  facilities  improved,  then  the 
reduction  in  travel  time  may  lessen  the  advantages  of  City  residence  and 
influence  migration  to  the  County, 

By  the  same  token,  as  new  firms  locate  outside  the  City  limits^ 
as  established  firms  expand  their  operations,  and  as  factories  move  to  Ifise 
congested  areas  beyond  the  City's  edge,  »6W  residents  will  be  attracted 
to  the  County  in  order  to  be  near  their  place  of  employment.  Dispersal  of 
industry,  particularly  from  the  point  of  view  of  civil  defense,  cannot  be 
overlooked  as  a  factor  operating  to  leveloff  the  City's  growth  of  households 
and  housing  demand* 

It  should  be  noted  that  these  factors  which  may  deter  the  sat- 
uration of  the  City  residential  areas  do  not  act  independently  of  one  an- 
other. Generally,  a  person  faced  T;ith  setting  up  an  independent  household 
weighs  the  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  settling  in  the  City  or  the  County, 
Whether  or  not  the  City's  problem  is  acute  depends  on  whether  the  provision 
of  higher  density  housing  v/ithin  the  City  and/or  the  drawing  power  of  the 
County  is  successful  in  slowing  up  the  saturation  of  remaining  residential 
City  areas. 
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Problem  of  Rapid  Urbanization 

Although  it  appears  that  Baltimore  City  is  in  no  acute  danger 
of  residential  saturation,  the  fact  remains  that  Baltimore  County  is  faced 
■with  a  very  rapid  urbaru.zation  of  its  areas,  especially  those  near  the  City 
limits.  As  indicated  above,  some  factors  which  may  act  as  deterrents  to 
sat\iration  of  City  residential  areas  may  act  to  accentuate  the  County's 
growth.  It  is  true  that  rapid  urbanization  is  nothing  new  for  Baltimore 
County,  The  last  ten  years  have  been  ones  of  rapid  development  of  many  of 
the  districts  of  Baltimore  County,  However,  the  results  of  the  projection 
made  in  this  report  indicate  that  the  future  will  bring  no  slackening  of 
development  and  may  bring  a  greater  rate  of  construction.  Therefore,  some 
of  the  possible  consequences  of  this  rapid  urbanization  should  be  considered. 

The  most  obvious  effect  of  urbanization  is  on  public  services. 
An  increase  between  67,200  and  112,300  drilling  units  in  the  next  two  dec- 
ades will  bring  on  new  demands  for  water  and  sewage  facilities,  schools, 
parks,  recreation  areas,  and  other  community  facilities.  The  increase  in 
households  will  also  require  additional  fire  and  police  protection. 

A  major  problem  which  has  been  disturbing  the  Baltimore  Metropoli- 
tan Area  for  several  years  will  become  more  and  more  acute  as  the  population 
of  the  County  becomes  greater.  This  is  "jhe  provision  of  adequate  transpor- 
tation facilities  in  and  out  of  the  City,  including  both  better  public  trans- 
portation and  better  roads  for  private  transport.  The  new  12-year  State 
Highv;ay  Program,  adopted  by  the  1953  General  Assembly,  and  the  master  trans- 
portation plans  of  the  City  and  County  should  minimize  the  Area's  long-range 
transportation  problems.  However,  continuing  coordination  is  required  to 
provide  answers  to  nev!   problems  arising  in  the  Area,  so  as  to  prevent  them 
from  developing  into  more  serious  situations. 
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SmSMRJ  AND  CONCLUSIONS 

In  Chapter  I  the  tabulation  showed  that  the  largest  volume  of 
construction  of  1-  and  2-family  structures  was  in  the  $5,001  -  ^7j500  price 
range.  From  19h9  through  195lj  Baltimore  City  had  an  increase  of  11,001 
1-  and  2-family  structures  as  compared  ivith  11,030  for  Baltimore  County, 
It  was  shown  that  from  19a5-19$l  Baltimore  City  exceeded  Baltimore  County 
ty  over  2,000  dwelling  units  in  garden-type  multifamily  structures.  In  the 
elevator-type  multifamily  structures  Baltimore  City  added  659  dwelling  units, 
whereas  Baltimore  County  had  none. 

In  Chapter  H  several  interesting  facts  were  brought  out  by  the 
interview  of  a  sample  of  the  residents  in  new  County  structures.  Two  thirds 
of  the  respondents  had  previously  lived  in  Baltimore  City,  Many  of  these 
were  homeowners  for  the  first  time.  The  major  reason  for  leaving  the  City 
was  that  it  was  becoming  crowded.  Respondents  who  formerly  resided  in  the 
County  indicated  a  long-standing  preference  for  the  privacy,  quiet,  and 
lower  taxes  associated  with  County  residence.  Proximity  to  employment  was 
another  important  reason. 

Chapter  III  showed  that  as  of  1952,  there  were  U,827  acres  of 
vacant  residential  land  in  Baltimore  City,  Under  various  assumptions  of 
density  per  acre,  it  was  determined  that  there  is  room  for  between  2U,135 
and  l,Uii8,100  divelling  units  on  the  remaining  acreage.  Assuming  that 
Baltimore  Metropolitan  Area  grows  at  the  same  household  rate  as  the  United 
States  as  a  whole,  there  vrlll  be  67,200  dwelling  units  needed  by  1975  in 
Baltimore  City, 

If,  as  in  the  past,  the  Baltimore  Metropolitan  Area  grows  at  a 
rate  half  again  as  great  as  the  national  rate,  112,300  dwell  lug  units  will 
be  needed  by  1975  in  Baltireore  City. 
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With  these  resiilts  at  hand,  it  was  determined  that  the  problem 
of  saturation  of  vacant  residential  land  in  Baltimore  City  was  not  acute 
at  present,  due  mainly  to  the  possibilities  of  vertical  construction,  re- 
development of  deteriorated  areas,  and  the  factors  which  are  likely  to  draw 
more  City  households  to  the  County,  By  the  same  token,  Baltimore  County  is 
faced  with  increasing  urbanization  of  many  of  its  areas  in  the  next  25  years. 

Thus  it  is  in  order  to  recommend  to  Baltimore  City  that  it  keep  a 
careful  account  of  its  future  development,  since  it  has  been  shewn  that  if 
the  density  of  dwelling  units  per  acre  is  very  low,  saturation  could  become 
a  real  problem.  Planning  for  further  redevelopment  of  deteriorated  areas 
and  for  higher  density  residential  areas  should  be  carried  out  on  a  City- 
wide  basis. 

To  Baltimore  County  the  recommendations  are  of  a  different  nature. 
Here,  there  is  an  expectation  of  a  very  rapid  growth.  In  order  that  this 
growth  may  be  an  asset  rather  than  a  hindrance  to  the  community,  prepara- 
tion should  be  made  to  keep  public  works  and  services  in  line  with  the 
anticipated  expansion  of  residential  areas  and  new  industrial  development. 

It  is  also  essential  that  continuing  cooperation  of  local  and 
State  government  levels  be  maintained,  so  that  coordinated  planning  of 
transportation,  utilities,  and  other  community  facilities  will  ba  assured, 
Vfith  anticipation  and  scheduling  of  its  long-range  needs,  the  Baltimore 
Metropolitan  Area  can  look  forv.'ard  to  a  healthful  and  prosperous  growth  of 
its  many  residential  communities. 
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